Business in Nebraska # 273 - June 1967 by Wallace, E. S. & Burgess, E. L.
University of Nebraska - Lincoln 
DigitalCommons@University of Nebraska - Lincoln 
Business in Nebraska Bureau of Business Research 
1967 
Business in Nebraska # 273 - June 1967 
E. S. Wallace 
University of Nebraska-Lincoln Bureau of Business Research 
E. L. Burgess 
University of Nebraska-Lincoln Bureau of Business Research 
Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalcommons.unl.edu/bbrbin 
 Part of the Entrepreneurial and Small Business Operations Commons 
Wallace, E. S. and Burgess, E. L., "Business in Nebraska # 273 - June 1967" (1967). Business in Nebraska. 
33. 
https://digitalcommons.unl.edu/bbrbin/33 
This Article is brought to you for free and open access by the Bureau of Business Research at 
DigitalCommons@University of Nebraska - Lincoln. It has been accepted for inclusion in Business in Nebraska by an 
authorized administrator of DigitalCommons@University of Nebraska - Lincoln. 
U M Y E I S T Y o I E • • A S I A ME. S 
BUSINESS IN NEBRASKA 
Prepare d by the B u r .. au o f 8ul i n .... Rele a r ch. Co l leg e of Buai.n.el' Admini atr a ti o n 
AGRICULTURAL INCOME IN NEBRASKA 
In the article in the F'ehruary heue of Bueineu !.!!. Nebrallka, 
dealing with the findings of the latest Census of Agriculture. brief 
mention wat made of the remarkable achievement of the ,tate', 
agricultural establi shment in increasing income product ion in re-
cent year •. This article will attempt the further analyais of a gri -
cultural income promised at that time. I 
It will he noted from Table I and Chart I that mOBt of Nebraska'. 
agricultural income ia derived from liveatock and it a products. 
The relative importance of livestock and crop. haa remained re -
markably stable throughout the period under review, with the live -
stock p<lrcentage fluctuating from year to year only between 65'-
and 72:% of total cash receipts from farm markeHng~ and amount · 
ing to 67'" of that total for the period as a whole. Nebraska ranks 
lin thi. discussion the meaning of'the apecial concepts and term-
inology used in connection with a gricultural income estimates 
must be kept in mind. Gross s a les are called Cash Receipts 
from Farm Market ings and are divided into two major parts -
livestock and it. products. and crop •. When paymentl received 
from the government are added to this. the total i. known as Cass 
Receiplll.!!2!Jl farming. Adding the value of goods produced an 
conlumed on the farm and rental value o f farm dwellings gives 
!)~!¥'f!' Il;'ii"',[;iii~, ~~~~;.'dNext, fa rm production expenses 
; replacement value) are sub-
Finally. adding 
gives Total Net 
the figure included in the gove~,rtr; 
national income accounts as~ P h ~ rOl!rietors il' nCOm 
third among the states of the nation in cattle. sixth in hogs , fourth 
in corn, seventh in wheat, third in sorghum grain, and ~ixth in 
total cash receipt. from farming. 
Frequent reference. have been made in these page. t o the de-
cline in the relative importance of agricult ure in the economy of 
the s tate. Farm income (the total of Farm Propdetorship Income 
and Farm Wages) has dropp<ld from around one -fourth of the Itate 
personal income total in the e arly 1950'1 to less than 15.,. i n the 
1960' • . The proportion has been as low as 11 '1- in SOme years . In 
terms of employment. however, in spite o f a drop of more than 
2:0"10 in the past decade, agriculture IHll remains as the largut 
lector of the s tate's economy, whose continued economic he",lth 
i~ basic to the well being of the other sectors . 
The Btate of health of the nation's agriculture has become a mat-
ter of controversy and concern in recent months . He",dlines and 
pictures in the press report the dumping of milk, f a r m e rs march-
ing on Washington. "Ihirtsleeve " protest meetings concerned with 
low farm price. and income I , ",nd demands by some ag ri cultural 
group. that all the government farm p rogram. be ab",ndoned. Sec-
retary of Agriculture Freeman confesses that he is puzzled at 
such complaints. Slating that nearly all the progr"'ms the farmera 
wanted have been adopted. that most of the agricultural surpluses 
" 
en e iminate d d . ,. th",t pre lent (ConHnued on page 4) 
TABLE I 
INCOME FROM ACRICU LTURE IN NEBRASKA, 1949-1966 
(Millions of Dollar s ) 
ash Recei I from F'arm Marketin • Realize Farm Real~zed Net Change Total 
'teal _ .~.vut~c~. Government Nonmoney Grol~ F",rm Production Net Farm in Fa rm Ne t Fa r m 
and Products Crops Total Payments income· Income·· Expenses Income·· inventories Income·· 
1949 61 7.8 337 .2: 955.0 ' .8 65 . 1 1.02:6.9 594.5 432:A - 70 . 7 361.6 
1950 665.6 344 .0 1,009.6 8.8 63 . 5 1.081.8 706 .7 375. ] 156.6 53 1. 7 
1951 851.2 337 .7 1,188.9 9. 1 70.3 1,268. 3 82:0 .6 447.7 2:3 .2: 471.0 
1952: 795 .0 378.6 1,173.6 10.0 70.9 1,2:54 A 838.4 416 . 1 92: . 1 508.2: 
1953 72:4 . 9 395 .4 1, 120.3 7 . 9 72:.0 1.2:00 . 2: 709.2: 491.0 . 12:1.4 369.6 
1954 718.8 342 .0 ] ,060.8 8.' 63 . 9 1, 133 .3 7 98 .7 334 .6 8 1. 6 416.3 
1955 717 . 2: 300 . 5 1,017 . 7 7.7 60A 1,085.8 737.0 348.8 -140A 2:08 A 
1956 650 . 9 263.8 914 . 7 42:.7 56 . 7 1,014 . 1 707 .0 307 . 1 - 83 .1 2:2:4.0 
1957 646 . 1 2:56 .2: 902: . 3 54 . 8 50 .6 1,007 . 7 797.6 2: 10 .1 2:63.5 4 73 .6 
1958 746.9 470.3 1,2:17.2: 36 . 9 53 . 5 1.307 . 7 918.8 388.8 97 .8 486.6 
1959 82: 1.8 413.8 1,2:35 . 6 19.9 54.2: 1,309. 8 98 1. 5 32:8 . 3 ' .7 334.0 
1960 766.8 445A 1,2:12:.2: 2:2: .1 54 .6 1, 2:88.9 948.2 340.7 43 . 5 384. 2: 
1961 791.9 448.8 1.2:40.7 88.6 55.0 1, 384.2: 1,018.7 365 . 5 - 43.0 32:2:.5 
1962: 834.0 405.1 1,2:39.1 lOlA 54.5 1, 394 . 9 1,080.7 3 14.2 91.4 405 .6 
1963 834.7 473.2: 1,307 .9 106.9 55 . 5 1, 470.3 1, lzz.6 347 .7 33.9 381.6 
1964 857.7 403.8 1.2:61.5 164 . 9 63.0 1.489.5 1,075.7 413.8 - 5 7. 3 356.6 
1965 971.7 383 .6 1, 355 . 3 184 .7 70.9 1,610.9 1,17 1. 2 439.8 87 .2: 52:7.0 
1966·" 1,092:.0 544A 1,636.5 176. 1 73.1 1, 885 .7 1,313.2 572:.5 106.5 679 .0 
.E8timated value o( hOUling provided by farm d wellings and (arm products con8umed in f",rm household8. 
•• Detaih may not add to to tals ",s a re~ult of rounding. ···Preliminary . 
Source: E..u!I! ~ (SUpplement to ~ ~ Situation), Auguu, 1966. Unpublished data (or 1966 supplied by U . S. 
Dept. o f Agriculture Economic Re6earch Service . 
M E A s u R N G N E B 
-Business Summa ry-
R A s K A B u s N E s s 
Nebraska's retail sales in April were 7.30/0 above the year-ago 
level. Hard goods increased 10.80/0 and soft goods increased 4.30/0. 
Dollar volume of business in Nebraska in March was up only Seasonally adjusted total sales were down 0.4% from March. 1967. 
0.3% from a year ago. The U.S. dollar volum e increased 4.2% The increas es in food stores (+13.20/0). equipment (+11.2 %) and 
from March. 1966. Physical volume increased from year-ago auto sales (+ 10.2%) may be in part the result of before sales tax 
levels 2.90/0 in the U.S . and 2.40/0 in Nebraska. This would indicate buying. If so . this pattern should be continued in next month's 
that price increases in the United States have not been accom- report. With the exception of food stores nearly all soft good 
panied by price increases in Nebraska. Construction activity re- categories were lower than last year. 
mained down from a year ago in both Nebraska (-27.4%) and the Unadjusted city indexes of business activity increased in 16 of 
U.S. (-6.30/0). Nebraska's cash farm marketings were off 1.5% the 22 reporting cities from April. 1966. The state index increased 
from a year ago but up 28.4% from Februa r y. 1967. 2.60/0 from last year. 
All figures on this page are adjusted for seasonal changes. which means that the month-to-month ratios are relative to the normal 
or expected changes . Figures in Chart I (except the first line) are adjusted where appropriate for price changes. Gasoline sales 
for Nebraska are for road use only; for the United States they are production in the previous month. E. L. BURGESS 
I. NEBRASKA and the UNITED STATES II. PHYSICAL VOLUME 
F===============================================~======~~~=======================9 OF BUSINESS 
0/0 Change fromo/J"Change 'ilr'~~§-;'me % Change from % of 1948 .Avera e MAR _Nebr. t:J U.S. 1948 AverageM.onth a Ye . Preceding Month 
,;,,:" .: Month , Nebr. U.S. 
Business Indicators 
Dollar Volume of Busines s 
Physical Volume of Business 
Bank debits lchecks. etZ.)-
Construction activity 
Retail sale s 
Lile-insu;'a;;"c';- sale~ - -
Cash farm marketings 
Electricity producBd 
Newspaper advertising 
Man~act-;;rTng-e;;pro~;nC 
Other employment 
Gasoline sales 
100 200 20 
Mar. 
Apr. 
May 
June 
July 
Aug. ~==:"~28.4 Sept. III :. Oct . 
Nov. 
Dec . 
Jan. 
:Feb. 
Mar. 
1966-67 1966 - 67 
210.3 
209.0 
206.0 
209.9 
210.5 
208.4 
208.6 
20 9.2 
207.3 
209 .6 
213.4 
214.6 
216.3 
III. RETAIL SALES for Selected Cities. Total. Hard Goods. and Soft Goods Stores. Hard Goods include automobile. building 
material. furniture . hardware. equipment. Soft Goods include food. gasoline. department. clothing, and miscellaneous stores. 
97.1 
96.9 
93 102 .8 102 .3 103.3 96.7 93.4 
84 11 2.6 121.7 10 5. 1 100 .8 99.4 
33 109.7 108.3 111.1 86.9 115.4 101.7 
33 100.6 107.1 95.0 107 .3 100.6 88.9 
22 92.9 80.4 101.7 89.3 96.8 98.9 
IV . R ETAIL SALES . Other Cities and Rural Counties V. RETAIL SALES. by Subgroups. for the State and Major Divisions 
APR~o. of ~;;~ '~ent of ~jr~~:;~ent of ~:~: 
R:eports'l< < ~a.fl)~ . Month .,.: .... ~.\.r. e .c •... e,ding :~ 
Locality ····~"Y'tlll;-Ago ·<· •• ~onth '. i.,:i 
APR ;;:;;~~f,;ei."t of S~~ ;~9nth a y.;~*~~~: 
Type of Store 
;,., ...•... ' .•.•.... ; Omahac 'and ', · 
-Diher \ I{li~a,l 
Lin,tf!fljj. Ci~ies (;o\\nt.ie s .... 
Ke arney 21 102. 8 104. 3 ALL STORES"":"'"' 107.3 105.7 107.6 107.3 
Alliance 30 121.1 97.4 Selected Services 94.5 94 .8 98.4 90.4 
Nebraska City 21 94.2 110.2 Food stores 113.2 !l0.3 119.2 110.2 
Broken Bow 16 110.3 107.1 Groceries and meats 119.3 114.6 127 .5 115. 8 
Falls City 16 10 3.3 92.0 
Hold rege 21 104.7 103.4 
Eating and drinking pI. 105.3 106.8 10 8.5 100.6 
Dairies and other foods 101.1 95.4 101.9 106. 1 
Chadron 25 93.6 103.4 
Beatrice 23 107.0 95.3 
Sidney 24 113.6 113 .6 
Equipment 111.2 99.0 Ill. 3 123.4 
Building mate rial 100.1 95.4 101.6 103.4 
Hardware dealers 104.0 105.0 110.0 97.1 
So. Sioux Cit, 13 101.1 96.1 Farm equipment 113.3 87 .8 105.4 146.6 
Home equipment 116.5 105 . 2 124.7 119.6 
Antelope 13 112 .2 10 8.4 Automotive stores 107.2 117.4 105 .5 98.7 
Cass 23 10 2 . 5 104 .5 Automotive deale rs 110 .2 121.6 104.8 104 . 3 
Cuming 14 88. 1 96.7 Service stations 100.6 100.6 108.1 93 .1 
Sand Hills** 27 10 3 .1 92.8 Mis c ellaneous stores 95.9 96.3 94.6 96.7 
Dod ge*** 13 102.4 104.5 General merchandise 96.2 96.6 93.4 98.6 
Franklin 10 lIO.8 109.1 
Holt 14 105.4 106.6 
Saunders 17 99.5 104.7 
Thaye r 10 87.0 96 .0 
Misc. countier 57 120.1 10 2 .6 
Variety stores 86.9 92 .2 83 .7 84.7 
Apparel stores 96.7 96.6 96 . 2 97.4 
Luxury goods stores 104.4 103.2 104.9 105.0 
Drug stores 92.9 92.2 90.7 95 . 9 
Other stores 96 .5 95.7 99.8 94.1 
Liquor stores NA NA NA NA 
*Not including hquo r store s ***Outside Principal City **** Not mcludmg Selected Se rVlces and LIquor Stores 
**Including Hooker, Grant. Dawes. Cherry. and Sheridan Counties 
.. E A S u • • • • 
C ent P HYSIC AL VOLUME OF BUSINESS 
F igure • 
... well 
U.S. _ _ _ 
NEBR._ 
Annually 
93.l 
10l.l 
100 .6 
110.0 
101.8 
10 4.7 
103.6 
IOS.7 
104.l 
99.5 
IOl.8 
89.1 
10S.0 
98.S 
City 10S.S 
Cit y IOS.7 
106.4 
101.7 
93.1 
107.4 
8 4.9 
10!.S 
96.1 
93.8 
98.4 
9S.8 
97.5 
10l.S 
106 .6 
94 . 3 
108.8 
104.4 
9 1.6 
99.9 
90.3 
96.4 
9 4.8 
City 11 4.3 
C it y 84.0 
99.6 
6S.1 
10Z.1 
98.1 
111.9 
IOS.3 
10!.7 
101. 8 
104.S 
99.S 
83.5 
116.7 
100.8 
104.9 
109.5 
110.l 
110.0 
118.3 
13 1. 3 
97.7 
IOS.8 
n.1 
89 .0 
94.6 
S9.4 
90 . l 
9l . S 
10Z.4 
94 .6 
10l.0 
99.3 
96 .4 
9S.9 
93.8 
110.1 
98.9 
96.3 
113.8 
103.7 
91.0 
99.3 
117.7 
96. 1 
102:.5 
84.5 
VI. 
19.7 107.0 
IIO.S IOZ .8 
93.1 Ill.6 
114.l 109.7 
88.3 100.6 
76.8 99.6 
IOZ.6 n .9 
SI.6 IOZ.8 
103.8 107.S 
35.9 98.9 
80.6 116.8 
l6.1 98.7 
380.0 113.6 
49.0 Ill.I 
44.8 94.l 
4 10.0 101.1 
Il4.l 98.1 
44.l 103.3 
13.4 91.1 
339.7 104 .7 
74.5 93 .6 
49.5 
U3 . S 100 . 8 
88. 3 97.8 
Ill . 3 98.S 
109.6 103.3 
170.8 88.S 
119.8 110 . 3 
IH.I 97 . 3 
173.3 9 1. l 
13S.5 106 .l 
98 . 3 II S.7 
II Z.9 95.3 
1"5.6 104 .0 
89.3 9 1. 5 
61. .. 117.1 
86.0 99 .8 
116.6 111. 3 
69.9 97.S 
117.0 100.9 
60.7 93.9 
96.l 92:.2: 
lLl.I L05.7 
77.5 IOS .8 
E 8 R A SK A • U S 
" I! S S 
(STATE) .. 
OMAHA ....... . 
~IASTINGS ..... . 
FALLS C ITY ... . 
8ROKEN BOW .. . 
UNCOLN . 
NORFOLK ... . 
ALUANCE . ... . 
BEATRICE .... . 
FAIRBURY .... . 
MCCOOK ...... . 
CIIAORON .. . 
103.l 76.8 89 .l 103.4 
103.9 98.4 96 .8 IOS.6 
108.1 79.7 IOZ.7 109.8 905 
I I Z.9 89 .6 163.9 IOS.7 
104.4 79.1 IZO.9 106 .7 96 .9 
110.4 NA I I S.S 107. I NA 
II Z.O 8l.4 110.8 103.S 106.6 
111.9 9U 119.0 109.9 NA 
106 .l 90.3 161.8 Ill.3 98.7 
119.4 87.8 114.4 105.8 105.5 
106 .6 77.3 Ill.3 10l.0 8S.8 
108.5 84.0 NA 81.0 84.5 
96.6 73. 7 IN. I 8l.3 NA 
88.l 91.1 16l.3 99.S 93.9 
130.6 94.7 111 .6 169.8 NA 
103.4 SO", NA 108.Z NA 
98.0 78.1 138.l 96.7 
104.l 78.9 98.6 100.6 108.3 
10) .3 90.l 98.7 93 .S 80.8 
111 .8 77.3 IS8.9 9S .9 NA 
31.9 n.s Ill.3 88.l NA 
100.8 80.l I Z3 .4 11 0. 
0 .. 
95.0 8l.3 109.1 88 .8 94.0 
96.0 M.S Z06 . Z 96.8 93.9 
93.8 IOl . 8 98.6 83.7 II S.4 
94.4 ?l.Z IOZ.3 79.l 93 . 9 
95.3 6 1.4 103.6 114.1 
10S.l 6 1. 9 IZ4.4 99 .6 67.3 
93 .0 NA 109.3 117.6 NA 
9S .0 655 99.l 9 1. 7 74.7 
I l3. 7 61.0 In.9 88.6 NA 
84.3 71.3 I ZO.9 107.9 119.5 
88.7 695 108.7 88.6 86 . 9 
85.6 63.1 108.2: 101.7 75.9 
9 4.0 M.O NA 86.4 NA 
111.1 59.3 164. 9 SI.9 NA 
9S.9 70 .1 177. 8 94 .5 74.7 
136.7 77.1 115.1 156.0 NA 
77 .6 55. Z NA 116.4 NA 
8l.0 60.6 160.l 98.5 
90.4 56.8 104.4 77 .5 118.4 
89.6 72:.8 103.6 84.3 89.8 
110.4 5Z.S 190.l 76.1 94.9 
104.6 6l.S 125. 1 
(Continued from first page) farm programs offe r farm-
ers greater freedom and security than any farm programs in his-
tory. He and his spokesmen point out that farm prices rose sub-
stantially throughout 1965 and most of 1966 and that disposable 
personal income of the farm population per capita was at a record 
high in 1966, II '70 above 1965. They admit that such income is 
still only two-thirds of that of the nonfarm population but point out 
that the gap is 250/0 lower than in 1960, and forecast that in the ab-
sence of government p rograms the price of wheat would be likely 
to fall to $1.00 and corn to 70¢ per bushel and that the reduction in 
net farm income would be nearly twice as great as the reduction 
in gove rnment costs. 
Faced by such contradictory claims, the public is understand-
ably confused. The re appears to be no need for such confusion. 
More complete and reliable statistics have been developed on ev-
ery phase of agriculture than on any other sector of the economy, 
1949 
1950 
1951 
1952 
1953 
1954 
1955 
1956 
TABLE II 
INDEX NUMBERS OF 
PRICES RECEIVED BY NEBRASKA FARMERS 
(1909-1914 = 100) 
272 1957 258 1965 
280 1958 279 1966 
341 1959 256 1967 
311 1960 253 January 
277 1961 254 February 
272 1962 261 March 
244 1963 249 April 
237 1964 237 May 
270 
292 
276 
268 
267 
261 
286 
Source: Unpublished data from Nebraska State -Federal Division 
of Agricultural Statistics. 
nothing in it to indicate any substantial recession. Prices received 
by Nebraska farmers fell in the first quarter but rose substantial-
ly in May, and the year's average to date is well above the levels 
that prevailed throughout the 1955-65 decade. Cash farm market-
ings are running ahead of the first quarter of the peak year 1966. 
and the facts are readily available. Insofar as Nebraska agricul- As always, the fortunes of agriculture in the months ahead will be 
ture, at least, is concerned, what are these facts and what do they dependent to a large extent on weather conditions; 1967 may not be 
indicate -? quite as good a year for agriculture as 1966 , but in terms of real 
Some of the basic facts are given in Tables I and II and shown net income of farmers it is expected to be at least the fourth best 
graphically in Charts II and Ill. They indicate that in the past two in history. 
years Nebraska agriculture has enjoyed a period of abundant pros-
perity. Prices received by Nebraska farmers rose 24'70 in 1965 
and 1966. Cash receipts from farm marketings, realized gross 
farm income, realized net farm income, and total net farm income 
all hit new peaks in 1966. This prosperity apparently permeated 
both of the major sectors of the state's agriculture. Cash re-
ceipts from the marketing of livestock and its products have risen 
steadily throughout the 1960 's, and the slight downward trend in 
cash receipts from crop marketings, which had been evident since 
1958, was dramatically reversed in 1966. Without considering the 
indirect and multiplier effects, more than half of the total increase 
in personal income in the state in 1965 and 1966 is accounted for 
directly by the increase in farm proprietorship income. 
The picture thus far in 1967 is not quite as good, but there is 
CHART I 
Killion. of CA")H RF.cEIPTS f ROM FARKlNG, NEBRASIU..,191.9-1966 Millions ot 
Dollara Dollars 
~ r------------------------------------------------------~ 
1%9 1955 19/() 1966 
The increase in both -gross and net agricultural income is attri-
butable, in the first instance, to gains in productivity. In Nebraska 
cash farm marketings per worker engaged in agriculture increased 
79'70 from 1960 to 1966. Since prices received by farmers rose 
only 15'70 during the period, most of this is a real gain in produc-
tivity. The Federal Reserve Bank of D .211as sums up this factor 
in words that are equally applicable to Nebraska: 2 
The agricultural industry of the United States .... is one of the 
most efficient sectors of the Nation's economy. The gains in pro-
ductivity reflect the use of improved technology and heavy invest-
ment in capital equipment. Increased output per man-hour has 
made it possible to reduce the total labor requirement allnost 
one-third during the past decade. The release of manpower has 
made more labor available for other segments of our economy and 
placed those persons remaining in farming in a more fully em-
ployed status. 
2Business Review, May, 1967, p. 3. 
CHART II 
Millions of AGRICI1LTURAL INC('HE IN NEBRASKA, 191.9 -1966 Millions or 
Dollars Dollars 
~ r--------------------------------------------------, ~ 
1500 1500 
Realized GroslI Farm Income 
'" 
1000 
1949 1955 19i<l 1966 
Souree: Table I 
-4-
~Including government payments 
Source: Table I 
1959 
1960 
1961 
1962 
196) 
1964 
1965 
1966 
TABLE III 
F ARM PRODUCTIVITY PER WORKER 
Agricultura l 
Employment 
(thousands) 
157.7 
160.0 
155.9 
154 .0 
143.7 
136.4 
127.l 
IlI.O 
Cash Farm 
Marke tings '" 
(thousands ) 
$1, 169 .2 
1,250 . 1 
1,294.7 
1,25) .4 
1,386.7 
1,405.3 
1 , )z5.l 
1,479.5 
Cash Farm Marke t ings 
per Agricultural 
Worker 
$ 7,414 
7,81 3 
8,)05 
8,139 
9 ,650 
10,303 
10, 41 8 
Il,227 
"'At 1957 - 59 prices received by farme ... . 
Source: Calculated from Tables I and 11, us ing employn>e nt data 
from State Department of Labor. 
Cash farm marketings per person e mployed in agriculture are 
Dr. Theodore W. Roes le r 
Dr . Theodore W. Roesler, who has been an a.sociate prof, 
of economics and stat isti cs for the past two y e ars , was pror 
recently to the rank of full p rofenor . He has taught in the Cc 
of Busines! Administration for the past ten yean with resp 
bility for COurse S in economic $1ati5ticl, econometricl, and 
nomic conditions analysil, and has done occalional teachi 
other areas. Professor RoelleI' is currently directing a rell 
project to meaSure the economi c impact o f irrigated agric~ 
on Nebraska. The project is financed by a grant to the Bur~ 
Business Research from the U . S . Bu r eau of Reclamation. 
integral part of this rese arch is the construction of input-o 
tables for the economy of Nebraska . 
A native Nebraskan, Profenor Roesle r was born at Donipt 
shown in Table IU. It will be noted that the data have been ad- 1919, and was reared in a Lutheran parsonage. He graduate': 
jus ted to remOve the effect o f price changes, so that the figures Distinction fr om the Univers ity of Nebraska, receiving th~ 
shown in the last column represent real gains in gross s ale s pel' degree in 1941 and the M.A . degree in 1947. He wal awarde 
capita . Ph.D. degree by the University o ( Wi sconsin in 195 3 . Fu 
The income increase ie attributable also to an improve d situa- formal s tudy has included FeUowsbips in Business from the E 
tion in foreign trade, There are pe rsis t ent complaints, particular- dation for Economic Education in tbe BummerS o f 1953 and 
ly from the livestock industry, with regard to agricultural incomes each for a six-weeks study program of business in action. 
being depreasfld by imports of foreign products, and some slight summer study involved parti 
adverse e ffe cts may be (elt f rom time to time by some Bectors of tion in two eight - weeka ,esli< 
agriculture as a re sult of this factor . In order to export certain 
producltl, however, a nation must imp;lrt other products, and the r e 
can be no doubt that agriculture as a whole has benefite d from the 
e xpansion of export markets.) Agricultura l e xports have run well 
ahead of imp;ll'U throughout the 1.960's. In the fiscal year 1965-66 
agricultural exports amounted to $6.7 billion and agricultural im-
ports to $4.5 billion . 4 (Continued on page 6) 
3The importance o f such markets to Nebraska agriculture was 
discussed in the March isaue o f this publication. 
4 F e deral Reserve e",nk of Dallas, Busine ss ~, May, 1967, 
p . 6. 
ClIOon' III 
" of ott, .... ,_ ," .... !L<. '",,/-''//11" 
,"9 1 
., ... , ................ _. 
""'_, 1. 0 . • I 
National Scienc e Foundation Sw 
Institute in Statistica in 1959, 
ducted at the University of Wy ' 
jointly by that universi ty a n 
University of Iowa, and a F ord 
dation Summer Institute in II 
ematici in Business at the Un 
aityof KaMas in 1963 . 
Or. Roesle r w as at Augustan; 
lege at Rock Island, Illinois , 
1950 to 1957 , where he was su 
sively alsietant professor, associate professor , and profe SI 
economics and commerce, From 1953 to 1957 he was chair", 
the depar tment and wa a allo director of the business p lac~ 
se rvice. His teaching experience includes also One year as a 
school te a cher at Red Cloud, Nebraska. 
Honorary organi:r;ations of which Professor Roesler ia a me 
include: Phi Beta Kappa, Sigma Xi, Pi Mu Epllilon , and Beta I 
mOl Sigma. He holds profeuional membership! in both the A 
ican and the Midwe st Economic Associations, the American S 
tical Auociation, and the Industrial Relations Reaearch Ais 
tion. He is the author of a Bureau of Busineu Research Bus 
Bullet in, Allocating Highw.!Y ~ T axe" !!! Nebraeka, and i 
writing a monograph on a revised construction ac t ivity indt 
Nebraska, report ing on research conducted jointly with Keith 
er. Jointly with Or. Ronald Wykstra he is the author of two 
cle e which appeare d in the Nebraska ~ 0....Economic 
Business , and has written articles for Busine.s !!!. Nebrask 
for the University o f Wyoming publication, ~ ~. 
Profe no r Roesler is very active in Faith Lutheran church, 
he hae served in variouB offices of leade nhip and responsil 
Among his spare · time activities ie singing in the chu rch, 
He and his wife , Helen, also a native Nebraskan, and thei 
son9, BiU, 16, and Tim, II, have recenUy moved into a new 
in the Lincolnshire addition . 
(Continued from page 5) 
Finally, the improved income situation in Nebraska ugriculture 
is attributable to a substantial increase in payments from the Fed-
eral government. The extent to which Nebraska agriculture is de-
pendent on direct government payments seems not to be generally 
recognized. The relationship between such payments and Realized 
Net F arm Income is shown in Table IV and Chart II. For the six-
year period 1961-66 as a whole government payments have amount-
ed to more than a third of realized net income and to 31 % of total 
5 
net income. 
TABLE IV 
GOVERNMENT PAYMENTS IN RELATIONSHIP TO 
REALIZED NET FARM INCOME 
Nebraska U. S. Nebraska U. S. 
1949 1.6% 1.4% 1958 9.5% 8.6% 
1950 2.3 2.2 1959 6.1 6.0 
1951 2.0 1.9 1960 6.5 6.0 
1952 2.4 1.9 1961 24.2 11.8 
1953 1.6 1.6 1962 32.3 13.8 
1954 2.6 2.1 1963 30.7 13.5 
1955 2.2 2.0 1964 39.9 16.8 
1956 13.9 4.7 1965 42.0 17.2 
1957 26.1 9.5 1966 30.8 20.0 
Source: Calculated from Table I and from sources there cited. 
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This jump in the percentage relationship in Nebraska resulted 
from the adoption of price support and diversion programs for 
feed grains and wheat in 1961 and the marketing certificate pro-
gram for wheat in 1964. Payments under these programs account 
for 86% of the payments received in Nebraska in the 1961-66 per-
Table IV also shows the extent to which Nebraska agriculture iod. The feed grain programs alone make up more than 70% of the 
has been favored in comparison with the rest of the nation in gov- total. The amounts received under each program in recent years 
ernment payment programs in recent years. In 1959, 1960, and are shown in Table V. It will be noted that the increase in total 
the years prior to 1956 the percentage relationship between gov- payments has corne in spite of substantial declines under the older 
ernment payments and net income was practically the same in soil bank, conservation, sugar, and wool programs. 
Nebraska and in the nation. Since 1960, however, the percentage Since practically all of these payInents go to producers of crops 
has been more than twice as high in Nebraska as in the United rather than livestock products, it may be fair to point out also that 
States as a whole. In this period Nebraska has jumped from tenth government payments rose froIn 5% of gross cash receipts from 
to fourth among the states (behind Texas, Kansas, and Iowa) in crop marketings in 1960 to 48% in 1965. For the period 1961-66 as 
government payments received, and the Nebraska total has amount- a whole direct payments from the government amounted to 31% of 
ed to 7% of the payments made in the nation. gross cash receipts from crop farming. 
5;'he relationship to total net income is shown in Chart III. E. S. WALLACE 
TABLE V 
GOVERNMENT PAYMENTS TO FARMERS IN NEBRASKA, 1960-1966 
(Thousands of Dollars) 
1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966':' 
Conse rvation 5,725 7,476 6,862 7,055 6,423 5,520 6,717 
Sugar Act 3,501 2,257 2,649 3,634 3,739 2,677 2,629 
Wool Act 773 893 801 537 333 285 483 
Soil Bank 11,462 10',373 9,763 9,890 5,730 3,99Z 3,678 
Great Plains Conse rvation 651 726 740 1,101 1,227 1,210 1,224 
Feed Grains 
Diversion } 30,817 82,086 81,556 47,246 
Price Support 64,361 68,258 43,194 36,171 56,001 71,605 
Wheat 
Diversion } 6,694 2,038 2,089 600 
Price Support 2,474 12,291 4,015 308 - 1 ':":' 
Ma.rketing Ce rtificate s 26,844 31,374 39,738 
Cropland Adjustment 2,216 
Milk Indemnity 
22,112 i06.937 i64,899 i"8'4,'7O'3 ----1 Total 88,560 101,364 176,140 
"Preliminary. 
*~cMinus figure represents accounting adjustment for prior year programs. 
Source: Farm Income (Supplement to Farm Income Situation) August, 1966, Tables 19-21, August, 1964, Table 13;~ Income 
~i~bruary, 1967, Tab'ieTo.---
CHANGE OF ADDRESS NOTIFICATION 
In these days of population mobility, frequent changes of address 
occur among the more than 8,000 persons and firms on the mailing 
list of Business in Nebraska. To insure receiving the publication 
continuously, it will be helpful if prompt notification of change of 
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address is sent to: 
Bureau of Business Research 
310 Social Science Building 
University of Nebraska 
Lincoln, Nebraska 68508 
